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Density 

M39.  Would Policy D6 on optimising density be effective in achieving the intentions in Policy GG2 on 
making the best use of land and is the policy approach justified especially bearing in mind the cumulative 
impact on the environment and infrastructure?  In particular: 

a) Would the provisions of Policy D6 provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local 
plans and neighbourhood plans?  Would the detailed criteria provide an effective and justified basis for 
development management, are they all necessary and do they provide sufficient clarity about how 
competing considerations are to be reconciled by the decision-maker? 

b) Will leaving density to be assessed on a site-by-site basis compared to the matrix in The London Plan 
of 2011 be effective? 

Policy D6 carries considerable risks unless other Plan policies are tightened up enough to really protect local 
character and housing quality.  

We supported the abolition of the Density Matrix for four reasons:  

• It was only based on public transport  

• The bands were so broad that they were virtually meaningless 

• The uppers limits were being exceeded in over half of new developments 

• Density should be an output, not an input 

However, this support was conditional on the development of robust policies that would ensure that new 
development is appropriate for the site in its context and would be effective in protecting living standards.  
Without the matrix, the policies have to be strong enough to ensure that density it is self-limiting.  We believe 
that more work is needed if that strategy is to work, and while a degree of trade-off between policy 
requirements may be appropriate this should be the exception, not the rule and it needs to be clear where the 
boundaries lie.  It must be clear that when density rises above the point at which homes and amenity spaces 
start to be compromised (as defined by policy), it is time to stop. 

While we agree that good management is vital to the success of flatted development, we are not convinced 
that this is a planning matter or that planners would know what to look for in a management plan.  
Management can only be tested in practice and many developers will simply produce a generic written plan 
and recycle it for every scheme. 

We welcome the requirement for density to be measured in a number of different ways in recognition that 
each metric contributes something different to the overall understanding of the proposals.  However, we 
strongly disagree with the requirement to express density in terms of habitable rooms because we lack a 
robust definition.  Bedspaces is a reliable indicator of capacity (the number of people potentially housed) and 
alongside units per hectare (which should be changed to dwellings per hectare) and the other metrics in D6E, 
should provide adequate data.  As these calculations should not be onerous to calculate, it would be sensible 
to require these measures for all new developments except those classed as small schemes which are 
inevitably more bespoke. 
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